REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the subject application is earnestly solicited. 

Claims 61 through 1 15 are pending, with Claims 61, 62, 63, 70, 73, 79, 80, 81, 
88, 91, 98, 99, 100, 107, and 1 10 being independent. Claims 79 through 97 were allowed. 
Claims 98 through 115 were withdrawn from consideration. Claims 61, 62, 63, 70, and 73 have 
been amended. 

STATEMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 41.202 
Applicant respectfully submits that the claims have been copied in modified 
form from Claims 1 through 4 and 6 through 13 of U.S. Patent No. 5,883,732 (Takada. et aU . as 
shown by the following Table: 



TABLE 



Takada, et al. claims 


subject application claims 


1 


61,79, 97/79, 98 


2 


62, 80, 97/80, 99 


3/1 


63,81,97/81, 100 


3/2 


73,91,97/91, 110 


4/3/1 


64, 82, 97/82, 101 


4/3/2 


74, 92, 97/92, 111 


5/4/3/1 




5/4/3/2 




6/5/4/3/1 


65, 83, 97/83, 102 
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Takada, et al. claims 


subject application claims 


6/5/4/3/2 


75,93,97/93, 112 


7/6/5/4/3/1 


66, 84, 97/84, 103 


7/6/5/4/3/2 


76,94, 97/94, 113 


8/6/5/4/3/1 


67, 85, 97/85, 104 


8/6/5/4/3/2 


77, 95, 97/95, 114 


9/8/6/5/4/3/1 


68, 86, 97/86, 105 


9/8/6/5/4/3/2 


78, 96, 97/96, 115 


10 


69, 87, 97/87, 106 


11 


70, 88, 97/88, 107 


12 


71,89, 97/89, 108 


13 


72, 90, 97/90, 109 



RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT 
Claims 98 through 115 were withdrawn from consideration by constructive 
election as being directed to a non-elected invention. Applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the requirement. Applicant submits that all of the claims 
could be searched by one Examiner without undue effort. Applicant also believes that it is not 
mandatory to make a restriction requirement in every possible situation. Applicant believes that 
if one Examiner acts on all of the claims of the present application, overall examining time will 
be less than if multiple Examiners are involved. Applicant also earnestly believes that the 
examination of all of the claims by one Examiner in the present application will best ensure 
uniform prosecution quality. Therefore, in the interest of prosecution economy of time and 
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quality for both the Office and Applicant, Applicant respectfully submit that withdrawal of the 
restriction requirement in this application is appropriate. 



RESPONSE TO 35 U.S.C. $ 112. 1 st PARAGRAPH. REJECTION 

Claims 61 through 78 were again rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, 1 st paragraph, 
for lack of written description on the grounds that the recitation "wherein the curvatures in the 
main and sub-scanning directions are non-symmetrical with respect to the optical axis" is not 
supported. All rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Applicant has amended the claims in a manner earnestly believed to avoid the 
grounds of rejection, viz, "wherein the curvatures in the main and sub-scanning directions are 
non-symmetrical with respect to the optical axis" has been changed to —wherein the curvatures in 
the main and sub-scanning directions are non-symmetrical with each other with respect to the 
optical axis--. The Official Action states that the specification supports the imaging lens having 
two surfaces which are non-symmetrical with respect to the optical axis (i.e., rotationally 
asymmetric), and Applicant submits that the amended expression is supported — both in the 
instant application and in Applicant's priority applications — for the reasons set forth in the 
November 5, 2004, and September 17, 2003 responses. See, e.g., Japanese Patent Application 
No. 7-66991, paragraphs [0040], [0041], [0042], and [0055] (translation filed March 16, 2000); 
(2) 08/522,1 18: e.g., p. 11, lines 3-7; p. 18, line 15 through p. 19, line 2 (copy filed March 9, 
2001); (3) 6-239386: e.g., p. 9, [0015], lines 14-16; Fig. 1; p. 11, [0022], lines 5-7; p. 19, [0040], 
lines 1-15, Eq. 2; p. 19, [0041], lines 1-9, Eq. 3; p. 20, [0042], lines 1-4; Fig. 7, Fig. 8 
(translation filed March 9, 2001); (4) 8-46741: e.g., p. 16, [0018], line 14; p. 17, [0019], line 15; 
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p. 33, [0048], equations (c) and (d); p. 45, [0065], lines 3-6 and equation (e); p. 50, [0076], lines 
7-15 and equation (f); Tables 1-5 (translation filed March 16, 2000); (5) 08/607,169 and 
08/951,635: e.g., p. 8, lines 9 to 10 and 27. See also, e.g., equations (c) & (d) and Table 1, p. 26, 
line 25 through p. 28; equation (e) and Table 3, p. 36 through p. 37, line 13; equation (f) and 
Tables 4 and 5, p. 41, line 25 through p. 42, line 8, and pp. 44, 48; Table 2, Page 32; and Table 6, 
Page 53. 

COMMENT REGARDING CLAIMS 79 THROUGH 97 
Applicant acknowledges with appreciation the indication that Claims 79 
through 97 are allowed. However, Applicant understands from a telephonic conversation with 
the Examiner that these claims are regarded by the Office as defining a different invention from 
Takada, et al/ s claims because the subject application's claims recite "wherein each of the two 
surfaces is non-symmetrical with respect to the optical axis", which pertains to rotational 
asymmetry, whereas the Takada, et al. claims recite <c wherein the curvatures in the main and 
sub-scanning directions are non-symmetrical with respect to the optical axis", which the Office 
believes pertains to plane asymmetry. Applicant respectfully traverses the foregoing. 

In this regard, as an initial matter, Applicant would like to present the 
following discussion of rotational and plane (line) asymmetry, in which the paragraphs have been 
numbered for ease in referring to the same hereinbelow and in which reference is made to the 
attached Sketches A through S: 

(PI) Sketch A is a perspective view of a lens. Sketch B is a copy of Sketch 
A and is intended only to indicate one surface (incident side surface) of 
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the lens by halftone dots. Sketch C is a copy of Sketch A and is 
intended only to indicate the other surface (emergent side surface) of 
the lens by halftone dots. The symmetricalities will be explained 
referring to the sketches. 

In Sketch A, it is assumed that the lens is placed horizontally for each 
understanding, that is, the beam scans in the horizontal plane. 
Therefore, the curvature in the main scanning direction is represented 
by the curved line extended at the vertically middle position, and the 
curvature in the sub-scanning direction is represented by the 
substantially vertically curved line. The same applies to the lens 
surface at the emergent side. 

Referring to Sketch D, a rotational symmetricality is shown on the 
emergent surface of the lens. When the vertical curved line (the 
curvature in the sub-scanning direction) at the emergent side, for 
example, is rotated about the optical axis by 90 degrees, and the vertical 
curved line completely overlaps the horizontal curved line (the 
curvature in the main scanning direction), then these lines are rotational 
only symmetrical with each other. 

Referring to Sketch E, a rotational non-symmetricality is shown. When 
the same rotation is made, the vertical curved line does not completely 
overlap the horizontal line. 
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It will be understood that specifying an axis of symmetry only is 
enough to clearly define rotational symmetricality, as contrasted to the 
case of line symmetricality or plane symmetricality, which will be 
discussed hereinafter. 

The line symmetricalities will be explained in Sketches F and G. 
Referring to Sketch F, the right half of the horizontal curved line is 
indicated by a broken line, and the left half thereof is indicated by a 
chain line. These lines and the optical axis are all in the horizontal 
plane. When the right half of the horizontal plane is folded along the 
optical axis onto the left half of the horizontal plane, if the right half of 
the horizontal curved line overlaps the left half of the curved line, then 
the right half of the horizontal curved line is line-symmetrical with the 
left half of the horizontal curved line. 

Referring to Sketch G, the upper half of the vertical curved line is 
indicated by a broken line (indicated on the emergent side for easy 
understanding), and the lower half thereof is indicated by a chain line. 
These lines and the optical axis are all in the horizontal plane. When 
the upper half of the vertical plans is folded along the optical axis onto 
the lower half of the vertical plane, if the upper half of the vertical 
curved line completely overlaps the lower half of the vertical line, then 
the upper half of the vertical curved line is line-symmetrical with the 
bottom half of the vertical curved line. 
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(P8) The line symmetricalities will be explained in Sketches H and I. 

Referring to Sketch H, when the right half and the left half are mirror 
images of each other assuming that a mirror is placed along the vertical 
plane including the optical axis, as indicated in the sketch, the right half 
and the left half are plane-symmetrical with each other, with respect to 
the mirror surface which represents the center plane of the plane 
symmetry. Referring to Sketch I, when the upper half and the lower 
half are mirror images of each other assuming that a mirror is placed 
along the horizontal plane including the optical axis, as indicated in the 
sketch, the upper half and the lower half are plane-symmetrical with 
each other, with respect to the mirror surface which represents the 
center plane of the plane symmetry. 
(P9) It will be understood that when the plane symmetry is stated, the 

reference plane (the center plane) should first be defined, that is, the 
position and the inclination of the "mirror" should first be defined. If 
the inclination is changed, the symmetricality does not exist even if the 
configuration of the lens is the same. 
With the foregoing introduction in mind, the Takada. et al. Claim 1 recitation 
("wherein the curvatures in the main and sub-scanning directions are non-symmetrical with 
respect to the optical axis") must be properly construed. Applicant respectfully submits that the 
artisan would have understood it to refer to a form of rotational asymmetry, i.e., the curvature in 
the main scanning direction is not equal to the curvature in the sub-scanning direction, and not to 

24 



plane asymmetry. In support of this conclusion, Applicant is filing concurrently herewith a 2 nd 
Declaration of Duncan T. Moore, and Applicant advances the following four points: 

(1) Applicant respectfully submits that the language of the claim itself suggests 
that a form of rotational asymmetry is intended. The recitation includes the words "with respect 
to the optical axis", i.e., the reference of the symmetry or non-symmetry is a line , not a plane — 
if the wording were intended to refer to plane symmetry, then it would have read that "the 
curvatures in the main and sub-scanning directions are non-symmetrical with respect to a 
particular plane" arid the orientation of the plane would have to be specified. See 2 nd 
Declaration, paragraphs 4 through 10. 

(2) Applicant also wishes to point out that when Takada. et al. 's specification 
speaks of symmetry "with respect to the optical axis", it is talking about rotational asymmetry. In 
more detail, the specification states that "even with lens surfaces that vary continuously in the 
curvature in the sub-scanning direction, the curvatures in the main and sub-scanning directions 
will depend on each other if the surfaces are aspheric and symmetric with respect to the optical 
axis and, therefore, one cannot hold the optical magnification in the sub-scanning direction 
constant without a sufficient number of the degrees of freedom to achieve simultaneous 
correction of aberrations in both the main and sub-scanning directions" (col. 5, lines 55-64; 
emphasis added). Here, Takada. et al. was criticizing surfaces which are "symmetric with respect 
to the optical axis", i.e., where the curvature in the main scanning direction is equal to the 
curvature in the sub-scanning direction. See 2 nd Declaration, paragraphs 1 1 and 12. 

(3) Applicant respectfully submits that the position taken in Takada, et al. 's 
specification is echoed in its prosecution history. The October 5, 1998 Amendment in Takada. et 
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al, a copy of which was attached to the August 18, 2003 Request for Reconsideration in the 

subject application as Tab 1, stated: 

In other words, the aspherical surface [of 
Yamakawa] is defined only by the distance from the optical 
axis no matter which direction it is. Accordingly, the 
aspherical surface thus defined is symmetrical around the 
optical axis. Namely, in Yamakawa, the curvatures in the 
main and sub-scanning directions must depend on each other 
since the curvatures are symmetrical around the optical axis. 

In amended claim 1, as discussed above, the 
curvature in the sub-scanning direction can be determined 
independently from the curvature in the main scanning 
direction since the surface is not symmetrical around the 
optical axis . 

Amendment, p. 4, lines 17-27 (double underline emphasis added). 

Here again, Applicant respectfully submits, "not symmetrical around the optical axis" was being 
used by Takada, et al. to refer to rotational asymmetry. 

(4) Lastly, and most importantly, Applicant also respectfully wishes to point 
out that none of Takada, et al. 's embodiments implicate any plane asymmetry. Applicant 
respectfully submits that the attached sketches indicate symmetricalities of all of the Takada. et 
al embodiments (Sketches J-M) and the embodiments of the subject application (Sketches N-S). 
As can be seen from Sketches J-M, Takada, et al. does not contain any embodiments in which the 
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curvatures are plane- or line-non-symmetrical. In all Takada. et al. embodiments, all curvatures 
are plane or line-symmetrical, and rotationally non-symmetrical. (The same applies to all of the 
embodiments of the subject application except for Embodiment 5 (Sketch R), wherein the 
curvature in the horizontal plane in the left side is non-symmetrical with the curvature in the 
horizontal plane in the right side — in other words, all types of the symmetricalities of 
Embodiments 1 through 4 and 6 of the subject application are exactly the same as the 
corresponding types of the symmetricalities of the Takada. et al. embodiments.) In more detail, 
in Takada, et al. 's embodiments, the imaging lens has aspheric surfaces in a cross-section taken 
in the main scanning direction expressed by the z { equation below, while the curvature of the 
imaging lens in the sub-scanning direction varies continuously along the main scanning direction 
over the effective area of the imaging lens and the curvature is expressed by the U { equation 
below: 

Z '" = , fi y <J\< i + A < y4 + 3 < y * + C > y& + D > y " 

(col. 9, lines 18-42). 

From these equations and the numerical tables in Takada. et al , it can be seen that the imaging 
lens surfaces are rotationally asymmetric with respect to the optical axis — the radius of 
curvature in the plane containing the optical axis and the main scanning direction is not equal to 
the radius of curvature in the plane containing the optical axis and the sub-scanning direction. 
However, each such surface is plane symmetric with respect to the plane containing the optical 
axis and the main scanning direction. And each such surface is plane symmetric with respect to 
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the plane containing the optical axis and the sub-scanning direction. Neither the embodiments 
nor the remainder of Takada, et al. teaches plane asymmetry for those surfaces. See 2 nd 
Declaration, paragraphs 13 through 18. See also points (PI) - (P9), infra . 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that the Takada, et al. 
Claim 1 recitation should be read to refer to rotational asymmetry, not plane asymmetry (indeed, 
if the Claim 1 recitation were construed to require plane asymmetry, Applicant submits that it 
would be inconsistent with, and unsupported by, Takada, et al. 's specification). See 2 nd 
Declaration, paragraphs 19 and 20. And the Takada. et al Claim 1 recitation having been so 
construed, Applicant respectfully submits that interfering subject matter exists and declaration of 
an interference would be appropriate. 37 C.F.R. § 41.203(a). 

Separate and individual consideration of each dependent claim is respectfully 

requested. 
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REQUEST FOR INTERVIEW 
Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner contact Applicant's 

undersigned representative to schedule a personal interview to discuss the proposed interference. 

Applicant's undersigned attorney may be reached in our Washington, D.C. 

office by telephone at (202) 530-1010. All correspondence should continue to be directed to our 

address listed below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Daniel S. Glueck 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 37,838 



FITZPATRICK, CELLA, HARPER & SCINTO 
30 Rockefeller Plaza 
New York, New York 10112-3800 
Facsimile: (212)218-2200 

DSG\cmg 
DC.MAIN 203843v2 
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